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of wheat which may possibly be there, shows that he overestimates 
the good nature of those who may be persuaded from an inspec¬ 
tion of the title-page to purchase his Esquisses. 

The Journal of Mental Science has recently reviewed the 
Guiteau case in a way that calls for special comment. The 
opinions expressed in this review are diametrically opposite, and 
are : first, that Guiteau was a mere scamp ; second, that he was a 
psychological monstrosity. The first opinion is that of Dr. 
Orange, and is founded on the evidence of Dr. John P. Gray and 
the resume' of the evidence in the case given in the Journal of 
Insanity. The second opinion is by Dr. Tuke, and is founded 
apparently on the papers of Drs. C. F. Folsom and Channing. 
The first opinion is the deliberate one. The second is obviously 
prompted by a desire to placate the experts for the defence. The 
first opinion, therefore, may be accepted as representing the views 
of the Journal of Mental Science , since to accept both is to con¬ 
demn the Journal for its inconsistency. The first opinion, as al¬ 
ready stated, is based on Dr. Gray’s evidence, and his rtsumt of 
the evidence of the experts for the defence and prosecution. 
When one takes the opinions of a physician from the writing of 
an opponent, he does that physician an injustice, unless such op¬ 
ponent may be relied upon to make an accurate presentation of 
the facts. Can we then place entire confidence in Dr. Gray’s rd- 
suml. In the same number of the Journal of Mental Science is a 
demand for Dr. Gray to answer a certain grave charge preferred 
by Dr. Wilbur. This charge is well substantiated, and the evi¬ 
dence of such substantiation has been in the hands of the editors 
of the Journal of Mental Science for years, and has been studious¬ 
ly ignored. This may seem a strong assertion, but the evidence 
thereof will be presented in detail. In 1875 Dr. Bucknill wrote 
as follows concerning the asylum at Utica : 

“ The asylum contains six hundred and fifty patients, . . . 

and I was pleased to find that not one patient was either under 
restraint or in seclusion. I observed one young man in a state of 
great excitement, suffering indeed under the restlessness of the 
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most acute mania. He was under the sole charge of two attend¬ 
ants, who were carefully walking about with him, holding him on 
each side, and I could not refrain from asking Dr. Gray why he 
did not order him into mechanical restraint, as it appeared to me 
just the case in which it would be justifiable, if in any. Dr. 
Gray replied that he did not use restraint, but I found him indis¬ 
posed to talk on the subject, as he admitted that his practice was 
not in conformity with the opinions of his professional brethren, 
and he evidently preferred to treat his own patients as he thought 
best, without opening a blazing question. As no one was in re¬ 
straint in this asylum, neither was there any one in seclu¬ 
sion. ...” 

To this conduct of Dr. Gray there can be but one interpreta¬ 
tion : before Dr. Bucknill he was an ostentatious non-restraint 
man. To be sure, when Dr. Gray reprinted this, he wrote that 
Dr. Bucknill was mistaken in so saying, and in July, 1877, a tor¬ 
rent of abuse was directed against Dr. Bucknill by the redoubt¬ 
able Dr. Grissom, under the title of “ Mechanical Protection 
for the Insane.” In this Dr. Gray is held up as an apostle of 
“ mechanical protection.” In 1879 Dr. Gray testified before the 
New York Committee on Public Health that he had used the 
camisole, the crib-bed, and wristlets for years ; this evidence 
shows as clearly as evidence can that Dr. Bucknill was misled. 
It has been before the Journal of Mental Science, but was 
not noticed by that journal until Dr. Wilbur’s charge. It is from 
a witness whose credibility it questions, that the Journal 
takes the opinions of his opponents. If Dr. Gray misled Dr. 
Bucknill he is certainly capable of misleading Drs. Orange and 
Tuke by a biassed rlsuml. The main factor, therefore, on which 
the Journal of Mental Science bases a deliberate judgment is 
shown to be faulty, and its judgment therefore worthless. But it 
may be urged there was scientific evidence in the rtsume, and 
upon this a fair judgment could be based. An examination of 
this “ scientific evidence ” is therefore in order. One witness is 
distinctly mentioned as having given “ scientific evidence ” ( Jour¬ 
nal of Mental Science , July, 1882, p. 239). What was this scien- 
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tific evidence ? That there could be no hereditary insanity (p. 
1,018, official report) : that there was no such term in medical 
science as moral insanity (p. 1,019 )• That insane men 

never were affected by outside influences as regards their delu¬ 
sions (p. 1,022, ibid.). That the exertion of self-control in any 
way was inconsistent with insane delusions (p. 1,022, ibid.). If 
this testimony is well founded, Griesinger, Ray, Morel, Buccola, 
Marce, Le Grand de Saulle, Kraft-Ebing, Meynert, Emminghaus, 
Schtlle, Hammond, Rush, and Esquirol have made some terrible 
mistakes. To the editor of the yournal of Mental Science this 
evidence may be of more value than the opinions of the authori¬ 
ties cited, but we recall also that Dr. Hack Tuke has written in 
conjunction with Dr. Bucknill a work on psychological medicine. 
In that work there are six extended references to hereditary insan¬ 
ity, and twenty-three to moral insanity, including the narration of 
nine cases. In the July, 1882, number of the yournal Roderick 
McLean is represented as forming by reasoning his delusions and 
being capable of exerting self-control, yet McLean is insane ac¬ 
cording to the yournal. A judgment based on the evidence of 
a witness whose methods and assertions are questioned, and on 
“ science ” which is in opposition to the opinions of all the Euro¬ 
pean alienists, is all that the yournal of Mental Science can offer 
as a contribution on the Guiteau case. It has defended its 
American allies at the expense of its reputation for good judg¬ 
ment and consistency. 

The title of Dr. Huchard's interesting paper on the “ Character, 
Habits, and Mental Condition of the Hysterical ” {Archives de Neu¬ 
rologic) was inadvertently referred to in our Abstract Department 
(April number, p. 432) under the erroneous heading of “ Mental 
Status of Idiots and Defective Children.” We are glad to correct 
this error, and shall in our January number of the Journal give 
an extended notice to Dr. Huchard’s further valuable labors in 
connection with the editing of the TraitI desNdvroses par A. Axen- 
feld, deuxidme edition augmented de 700 pages par Henri Hu- 
chard, etc., etc., Paris. 



